Although coup risk plays an important role in theories of war, revolution, and democratization, scholars have not developed a rigorous conceptualization and valid measure of the concept. We develop a structural understanding of coup risk as distinct from proximate causes of coups as well as coup-proofing strategies that regimes implement to avert coups. Theoretical insights into factors that predispose regimes toward coup vulnerability provide the groundwork for an improved measure based on strength of civil society, legitimacy, and past coups. Cross-national statistical analyses are used to significantly improve on previous coupincidence models and highlight deficiencies of the common approach to measuring coup risk. The structural conceptualization of coup risk enhances understanding of broader civil-military dynamics, in particular the well-known distinction between motives and opportunities for launching coups. This distinction is shown to be insensitive to an important observational equivalence: that coups may be rare in both high-and low-risk cases.
information, their assessments of coup risk may rely in part on tacit or explicit knowledge of various theories of the causes of coups d'etat that we address below. Even though regional specialists may be able to assess the level of coup risk in areas that they study, we argue below that the literature on civil-military relations has not done an adequate job of conceptualizing the meaning of coup risk and that there has been no successful effort to develop a quantitative indicator of coup risk for scholars who engage in large-n theory testing. Hence, scholars who wish to use coup risk as an independent or dependent variable in quantitative analysis have very few tools at their disposal.
LIMITATIONS OF PREVIOUS CONCEPTUALIZATION OF COUP RISK
One commonly accepted distinction in the literature on civil-military relations involves the difference between motives and opportunities for launching a coup (Hibbs 1973; Huntington 1968; Finer 1988; Luttwak 1968 ). For example, Finer (1988, 64-76) distinguishes between opportunities and motives and argues that opportunities for launching a coup result from three factors, including civilian dependence on the armed forces during wartime, domestic crises such as civil wars or power vacuums, and military popularity. In a similar vein, Luttwak (1968, 28-56) identifies three preconditions that make coups possible: only a small fraction of the population can participate in the political life of the target state, the target state must be independent of the influence of foreign powers that could thwart attempted conspiracies, and the institutions of state must be concentrated in a political center. Zimmermann (1983,246 ) distinguishes between "push" factors that motivate military officers to launch coups from "pull" factors that refer to conditions that make coups possible. Despite slight differences in terminology, Finer, Luttwak, and Zimmermann all accept the conventional distinction in the literature between motives and opportunities.
At first glance, "the opportunities for launching a military coup" may appear to be equivalent to coup risk. We suggest, however, that coup risk and opportunities for launching a military coup are not necessarily equivalent. More specifically, the opportunity for launching a coup conflates two distinct phenomena. On one hand, opportunities for launching a coup may reflect the level of structural coup risk. In the United States, for example, the lack of opportunities for launching a coup reflects low coup risk that, in turn, results from the robustness of civilian institutions, the rule of law, the freedom of the press, and other related factors. On the other hand, opportunities for launching a coup may reflect the effectiveness of coup-proofing strategies that leaders have implemented for subordinating the armed forces. This is the case in Syria, where patronage, counterbalancing, and ethnic stacking have blocked successful coups for more than three decades. In other words, many militaries, including Syria's, lack opportunities for launching a coup not because coup risk is low but rather because of the effectiveness of coup-proofing strategies that leaders have implemented. These regimes remain structurally vulnerable because failure to continue to implement coupproofing strategies probably would lead to subsequent conspiracies. In both highcoup-risk and low-coup-risk cases, then, the actual incidence of coups may be low, and as a result, coup risk cannot be measured exclusively in terms of the number of recent military conspiracies. Whether a military has opportunities for launching a coup is not necessarily equivalent to the level of coup risk.
This observational equivalence (that both high-coup-risk and low-coup-risk cases may not have coups) calls into question the validity of the other measure of coup risk that we find in the literature. Bueno de Mequita, Siverson, and Woller (1992) conceptualize regime vulnerability in terms of the number of coups that have taken place in the previous 10 years. Although past coups certainly can be an indicator of coup risk as well as a predictor of future coups, this conceptualization of coup risk may be flawed for the reason specified above: even regimes that have survived for decades without experiencing a coup may be highly at risk as a result of underlying structural factors that continue to make coups possible. A high number of past coups certainly indicates that future coups are possible. However, a low number of past coups may reflect effective coup-proofing rather than the absence of underlying risk factors. Specifying current risk as an exclusive function of the number of past coups also fails to capture factors behind a country's first coup. Hence, vulnerable regimes that have not yet experienced their first coup might be coded erroneously as not at risk.
In Figure 1 , we classify regimes in terms of four categories that depend on the level of coup risk and the extent to which leaders have implemented effective coup-proofing strategies. As we suggest in Figure 1 , we expect most coups to occur in the lower-left quadrant, in which coup risk is high and coup-proofing is either absent or ineffective. Before addressing these issues at greater length, however, we explain what we mean by the term coup risk.
CONCEPTUALIZATION: COUP RISK = PRESENCE OF STRUCTURAL CAUSES OF COUPS
We understand coup risk as a reflection of structural, background causes that make coups possible rather than immediate, triggering causes that precipitate specific coups. In other words, we conceptualize coup risk as a function of deep, structural attributes of government, society, political culture, and state-society relations, whereas triggers are short-term crises that precipitate a coup. Triggers are not the source of the original risk, and in the absence of structural causes, the presence of triggering factors alone cannot lead to a coup. Hence, triggers should not be equated with coup risk. Rather, they are factors that may determine the exact timing of a coup in regimes that suffer from high coup risk. Both structural and triggering causes of coups are factors that are linked through theoretical mechanisms as well as statistical correlation to the incidence of military conspiracies. The distinction between them is similar to the difference between cholesterol that increases the long-term risk of a heart attack versus jogging or a stressful event that might induce a specific attack.
Three guidelines that help distinguish between structural and triggering causes are (a) structural causes of coups tend to change slowly, whereas triggering causes can be quite fickle; (b) structural causes tend to be more deeply embedded in the political system than triggering causes; and (c) triggering causes tend not to precipitate coups in the Of the 21 causes of coups, 7 are triggering causes, whereas 5 can be classified as both triggering and structural causes. Because of our conviction that the indicator of coup risk should consist exclusively of structural factors, only 9 of the original 21 causes are candidates for inclusion. As we considered the remaining 9 structural causes of coups to determine which factors to include in our coup risk indicator, we were guided by three criteria: (1) The factor must be linked by a compelling theoretical mechanism to the incidence of coups. (2) For practical reasons, we considered only factors that can be measured on a large-n basis for every country in the world. (3) There must be a statistically significant positive correlation to link the factor with the incidence of coups.2 Although we wanted to follow selection procedures that were as theorydriven as possible, we thought our indicator would lack credibility if it included several factors known to be negatively related to coups.
On the basis of these guidelines, we excluded six of the remaining nine causes from consideration. The class composition of the officer corps is difficult to measure on a large-n basis. Military size has been cited by a few scholars as a cause of coups, but on balance, the civil-military literature (e.g., Finer 1988) questions the plausibility of the theoretical link connecting military size to the incidence of coups. Many plausible the-2. There is a debate in the philosophy of science literature as to whether a factor must be positively associated with an outcome to be thought of as its cause (Skyrms 1988 ). We side with the part of the literature, well summarized by Dawes (1996) , that argues that a factor must be positively associated with an outcome to be thought of as its cause.
(Text continued on p. 605) (1990) , have demonstrated, wealth may be theoretically connected to coup incidence. However, we exclude wealth from our measure because it can cause as well as impede coups (Janowitz 1964) . Specifically, research suggests that among poor countries, increasing wealth tends to cause coups, whereas among moderately wealthy countries, increasing wealth tends to diminish coup incidence (Zimmermann 1983, 252) . Having eliminated the six factors discussed above, we included three structural causes of coups that met our guidelines: the strength of civil society, the legitimacy of the regime, and the impact of recent coups. We discuss them in turn. Strength of civil society refers to whether nonstate organizations are voluntary; whether they adequately perform specialized social functions; and whether they are valued by citizens as a result of providing meaning, resources, and strategies for coping with the problems of daily life (Fukuyama 1995; Migdal 1988, 26) . Nonstate organizations constitute a powerful safeguard against military intervention when they "talk back" or resist a coup by mobilizing protests or refusing to comply with plotters' orders. As David (1985, 5) We measure legitimacy in terms of the competitiveness and degree of regulation of the political system. Competitiveness is a five-step index that captures the extent to which "alternative preferences for policy and leadership can be pursued in the political arena" and that ranges from "repressed," in which no significant oppositional activity is permitted, to "competitive" (Marshall and Jaggers 2000).6 A variety of platforms vie for prominence in the political marketplace of highly competitive systems, whereas in noncompetitive systems, political entrepreneurs are not permitted to articulate policies, ideologies, and visions that deviate from the party line. The second component of our legitimacy index, regulation of participation, is a five-step index that ranges from a score of 1 if there are no enduring nationalpolitical organizations to 5 if stable, enduring groups compete for influence (Marshall and Jaggers 2000).7
We then computed z-scores for both variables and added them together to compute the legitimacy index. To ensure that our index is not simply a proxy for regime type, we checked and found that legitimacy is only weakly correlated with regime type (-.202), 6 . N = 5,463, minimum = 1, maximum = 5, mean = 2.65, standard deviation = 1.57. 7. N = 5,463, minimum = 2, maximum = 5, mean = 3.75, standard deviation = 0.97. which refers to whether the regime is military or civilian. Then, to determine whether our findings are sensitive to decisions about how to measure legitimacy, we also measured this variable in terms of the age of the political system as coded by Gurr (Gurr 1990 , Marshall and Jaggers 2000). Jackman (1993) argues that the age of the political system is a valid and reliable proxy for legitimacy because rules take time to set in and because old political regimes are more likely to depend on legitimacy to sustain themselves than young regimes. As expected, age is partially correlated with our legitimacy index (.55). When we included age in our measure of legitimacy, the respecification did not significantly influence the magnitude, direction, or significance of our findings, reported below.
The We constructed our combined measure of coup risk by focusing on the years between 1960 and 2000. We measure coup risk in 167 states, and our analyses contain, on average, 133 states in any given year. Other states are excluded in certain years either because the country was not yet independent or because its population was less than 1 million. Pooling data on each country for all available years results in a data set with 5,463 cases. Each case consists of a regime-year. For example, Spain-1969 is one case and Spain-1970 is another case. To construct our measure, we combined three components: civil society, legitimacy, and recent coups. We first computed z-scores for each component to ensure that they contributed equally to the final index.9 Then we flipped the signs of civil society and legitimacy so that higher positive values would indicate higher coup risk. Finally, we added the variables together to compute the 8. Also see Thompson (1973) and Janowitz (1977) . In addition, we collected data on attempted coups, although data on attempted coups may be somewhat unreliable because regimes sometimes fabricate plots to justify repressing domestic adversaries. 9. We also employed factor analyses to develop our indicator. Results in analyses below are nearly identical. Given the near equivalence of the indicators, we present the simpler measure based on z-scores to avoid a lengthy discussion of factor analysis. index. Summary statistics are presented in Table 2 , and Appendix A offers average regional coup risk scores.10
AN EVALUATION OF OUR INDICATOR OF COUP RISK
Our structural measure is designed to effectively reflect the phenomenon of coup risk. To begin, our score is partially based on theoretical insights. As noted above, the literature on civil-military relations identifies strength of civil society, legitimacy, and recent coups as important structural causes of coups. We only considered including predictors that satisfied a standard of theoretical or construct validity, although we did base our measure in part on whether factors were correlated with the incidence of coups.
In addition, our score successfully captures whether coups are likely. In the same way that cholesterol tests indicate whether a person is at risk for a heart attack without being able to determine if and when the attack will take place, our measure of regime vulnerability captures whether a coup is possible. Table 3 Although the cross-tabulations above suggest strongly that our measure of coup risk is associated with the incidence of coups, cross-tabulations cannot approximate causal analysis. Hence, we developed a more fully specified model of the causes of coups d'etat based on a rigorous and comprehensive exemplar in the literature (Londregan and Poole 1990) ." We then inserted our coup risk variable into the model to determine whether it is associated with coups after controlling for other important causes. With one minor exception, our model replicates the 1990 Londregan and Poole model precisely.12 Then, to provide an even more difficult test for our measure, we created a third model by adding control variables that Londregan and Poole did not include.'3 We use a logistic regression with random effects to model the incidence of coups from 1960 to 2000. A random effect term is necessary because of correlated error among cases from the same country measured at various points in time, which violates the assumptions of standard logistic regression models.
As can be seen from Table 4 , our measure of coup risk is positively associated with the incidence of coups even after controlling for other important determinants. A likelihood ratio test indicates that adding our coup risk measure significantly improves upon the original Londregan and Poole (1990) model (X2 = 24.60, 1 df, significant at a = .001). And the addition of our measure improves our more fully specified model (x2 = 17.62, 1 df, significant at x = .001 level). Finally, it is worth noting that our more fully specified model is a significant improvement over the Londregan and Poole model, one of the best analyses of coup incidence in the literature (x2 = 146.48, 4 df, significant at o =.001).14 The Bueno de Mesquita, Siverson, and Woller (1992) measure, based on recent coups, fares less well.'5 It predicts coups successfully in the Londregan and Poole 11. However, the model is not fully specified because we did not include triggering factors. Some triggers, such as officers' grievances, cannot be measured on a large-n basis. Other triggers such as protests can be measured on a large-n basis, but available data sometimes specify the year but not the date of the event. So it is not always possible to determine if an event was a cause or an effect of a given coup. Underspecification is a problem to the extent that triggers are correlated with our coup risk measure. If not, our estimates of coup risk coefficients will not be severely biased.
12. The one difference is that we omitted Londregan and Poole's (1990) "Oceania" variable from our models. Due to missing values of our "Domestic Unrest" variable, few cases from Oceania remained in our analysis. We did not feel that we could accurately generalize to the entire region based on a few cases and thus chose not to include a regional dummy variable for Oceania. In models not presented here, the Oceania variable was not significant (consistent with the findings of Londregan and Poole) and did not change the sign or significance of other variables in the models.
13. See World Bank (2001) for data on wealth, measured by the natural logarithm of gross domestic product (GDP) per capita in constant U.S. dollars. See Banks (2001) for domestic unrest; an annual count of strikes, riots, assassinations, revolutionary actions, purges, antigoverment protests, and acts of guerilla warfare; and regime type, a dichotomous measure coded 0 for civilian regimes and 1 for military or combined civilian-military regimes. For regional conflict, a 5-year moving average of the proportional level of regional interstate hostility, and recent war, a dichotomous variable set to 1 if a regime went to war in the past 10 years and 0 otherwise, see Sarkees (2000) . We created several measures of regional conflict and recent war using different data sources. All yielded similar results.
14. We used a consistent sample (N = 4,250 regime-years) when comparing Londregan and Poole (1990) with our model to ensure an accurate comparison in the likelihood ratio test.
15. We constructed two variants of the Bueno de Mesquita, Siverson, and Woller (1992) measure, a dummy coded 1 if a country experienced a coup in the past 10 years and a running count of the number of coups in the past 10 years. Both yielded nearly identical results, but because the second performed slightly better in our models, we include it in Tables 4 and 5 . (1990) model and in the more fully specified model if our structural measure of coup risk is not also included. When our structural coup risk measure is added to the more fully specified model, however, the recent coup measure loses statistical significance, whereas our structural measure remains positive and highly significant. This suggests that our structural measure is more effective at predicting coups. Appendix B provides another illustration of the effectiveness of our structural measure for predicting coups and attempts. In general, it is difficult for models to predict rare events such as coups. However, our structural measure and our fully specified coup prediction model perform rather well. Our full model does a better job of predicting both the presence and absence of coups and attempts in any given regime-year, with fewer "false positives" than other models. Moreover, our structural measure can predict "first coups," which the We use random-effects generalized least squares (GLS) linear regression analysis to model the effect of coup risk and other variables on a state's tendency to counterbalance (Table 5) . Again, random effects are appropriate because our data set involves temporally pooled data for each state. We found that our measure of coup risk has a positive and significant effect on counterbalancing, even after controlling for other determinants such as regional war, regime type, wealth, size of the military, domestic instability, and cultural fragmentation.18 Each unit increase in coup risk is associated with a . By contrast, when we tested Bueno de Mesquita, Siverson, and Woller's (1992) measure, we found that it is negatively associated with counterbalancing. Given the consensus in the theoretical literature about coup risk as a cause of counterbalancing, and given that the magnitude, direction, and significance of most of the other control variables are roughly equivalent in the models, we suggest that the models are specified properly and that the negative relationship indicates that Bueno de Mesquita, Siverson, and Woller's measure of coup risk could be biased.20 The measure may be biased because many regimes that are highly at risk of a coup and that take effective steps to prevent them (e.g., counterbalancing) do not experience coups. Bueno de Mesquita, Siverson, and Woller's measure of coup risk depends exclusively on whether a regime has experienced a coup in the previous ten years. Many regimes that are highly at risk of a coup do not experience actual coups or attempts if they pursue effective coup-proofing strategies such as counterbalancing. Because the measure is based on previous coups, such regimes are erroneously scored as low risk. Possibly as a result, Bueno de Mesquita, Siverson, and Woller's measure is negatively correlated with counterbalancing. Ironically, the more effective a given coup-proofing strategy is, the more negatively it may be correlated with the Bueno de Mesquita, Siverson, and Woller measure of coup risk. In predicting the overall rate of coup incidence, our structural measure of coup risk proves to be slightly preferable to the recent coup approach. When it comes to predicting a broader array of regime behaviors associated with coup risk, however, a structural measure of coup risk is virtually a necessity. The possible biases in the recent-coup approach may render measures based exclusively on recent coups incapable of predicting even the most basic outcome known to be associated with coup risk.
THE BENEFITS OF A STRUCTURAL UNDERSTANDING OF COUP RISK
Despite its prominence in important theories of war, revolution, and democratization, few scholars have attempted to develop a rigorous conceptualization and valid measure of coup risk. In this study, we distinguish the concept of structural coup risk from proximate, triggering causes of coups as well as coup-proofing strategies that regimes implement to avert impending coups. Although our primary aim has been to develop a valid measure that improves scholars' capacity to predict coups and other outcomes that follow from coup risk, the structural approach that we develop here also has implications for understanding broader civil-military dynamics. In particular, previous understandings of coup risk are insensitive to an important observational equivalence: that in both high-risk and low-risk cases, the actual incidence of coups may be low. The well-known distinction in the civil-military relations literature between motives and opportunities for launching a coup fails to recognize that an absence of opportunity may follow from low coup risk or effective coup-proofing strategies, two completely different phenomena. 20 . A referee helpfully noted that other accounts of the negative relationship are plausible.
Possibly because it conflates low coup risk with the effectiveness of coup-proofing strategies, the only other measure of coup risk available in the literature underestimates coup risk in cases where coup-proofing strategies are implemented and fails to distinguish between a lack of recent coups that is due to effective coup-proofing from a lack that reflects low coup risk. By basing our measure on theoretical insights into structural factors that predispose regimes toward vulnerability to a coup, we constructed an improved measure of coup risk that captures this distinction and avoids some of the possible bias of the alternative measure.
We demonstrated the utility of our measure through cross-national statistical analyses of coup incidence and the implementation of coup-proofing strategies. Our measure proves to be a powerful predictor of coups, and our statistical analysis significantly improves upon previous coup incidence models in the literature. In addition, our structural coup risk measure very effectively predicts counterbalancing, a common coup-proofing strategy implemented by regimes. Results suggest that structural conceptualizations of coup risk provide distinct advantages for predicting coups and outcomes related to coup risk. By conceptualizing regime vulnerability to the military in terms of structural risk factors and then developing an indicator based on such factors, we hope to improve understandings of regime vulnerability while providing a useful tool for scholars who wish to include a measure of coup risk in their quantitative analyses. NOTE: Positive predictive value is the number of coups and attempts correctly predicted by the model, divided by the total number of regime-years in which a coup or attempt was predicted (higher is better). Negative predictive value is the percentage of years without coups correctly predicted by the model, divided by the total number of nation years in which no coups were predicted (higher is better). False positive rate is the number of regime-years in which a coup was predicted but did not occur, divided by total number of regimeyears where coups were predicted (lower is better). The information in this appendix is for illustrative purposes, based on specific probability cutoffs that determine whether a model "predicts" a coup to occur. 
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